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RE: Notice of Proposed Rulemakin
MM Docket No. 92-266
"Rate Regulation

Dear Ms. Searcy,

As the owner and operator ofcable systems in a number of communities in California,
Total. TV offers these Comxnents in response to the referenced Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking. .. '

In the name of encouraging and nourishing competition in the delivery of video
services, Total TV asks the Commission to consider: (1) defining geographic pricing
areas, in term..s larger than m&re individual franchise areas, where uniform pricing
would be required; and (2) simplifying the pricing process so that the number of
possible service classes is limited and the creation of new classifications not allowed
to defeat competition.

Total TV, in support of its proposal for uniform pricing over larger geographic areast

notes that it ha.s about 4,000 customers and operates as a competitive, fram:hised
cable operator in a portion of the City of Cathedral City I which has a population of
about 35,000 (some 10,000 homes). There are seven other contiguous cities which
have ongoingfrancrusedcable systems.. All eight of these communities are served by
'rotal's major competitor from one common headend.

If its com.petitor is allow to undetl.:ut Total TV in, Cathedral City and doe£! not have
to provide uniform pricing throughout the geographic area, the force of th.e new law
will have been fatally diminished. If enforcement does not look at the Ilcable systemll

in the real worleL but instead looks to individual fran.chise areas t then very large
cable lSystems win be afforded vil'tualltcarte blanche" to practice cross-subsidization
and price discrimination.
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Even a cursory examination of the ownership patterns of cable systems in 'urban
areas will show extensive conSlilidation of urban and suburba.n franchises into large
cable systems covering large geographic areas.

Even if the Commission were to demand uniform pricing over large geographic axeas,
we are concerned that the cr.eation of new service cla.sswcati,ons could be resorted t'o
in order to defeat the iDt~nt of a requirement for uniform rates. Total has witnessed
special II classes II established for RV parks, hOtflls, motels, and private homes in gated
communities. We believe the price generally bears no relation to cost savings, but is
rather aimed at holding off the new competitor, We literally have seen prices drop
to less than one-half of previous levels for these selective buyers solely because of the
arrival of a competitor. This is no surprise. Deep discounting by the fltst operator
prevents the new competitor from having an initial lrbankable" revenue stream and
results again in a cross-subsidy from the non-discounted service area.

Allowing t.he prollferati(}n of classes would be difficult· to poHoe and would) in final
analysis, defeat the aim of uniform pricing.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Yours'truly,

JFF~lso
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Federal Communications Commission
Room 222
1919 M street, NW
Washington, DC 20544

Re: MM Docket 92-266

Dear Ms. Searcy:

January 27, 1993 RECEIVED

~AN 28 ·1993
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The Alaska PUblic Utilities commission sUbmits its comments
today via facsimile on the above captioned proceeding. The
original and ten copies are beinq express mailed to the Commission
today.

Sincerely,
ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Chairman
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of 1992
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MM.Docket No. 93-266

Cgla.at- of the Alaska '~liQ Ulili~i'l Qqmmil.ioa

The Alaska Public Utilities Commission (APUC) pursuant to the

Federal communications commission (commission) Notice of Proposed

Rulemakinq in MM Docket. No. 92-266 subaits these comments.

The APUC respectfully requests that. the proposed regulations

do not preclude state regulatory commissions from requiring

individual cable systems to use a cost-of-service approaoh to

justify ra.tes. The APUC believes that, as the fl"anchise authorit.y,

it ought t.o be able to require use of a cost-of-service methodoloqy

when rates are below a benchmark just as the cable company can

elect to use cost.-of-service methodology when rates are above a

benchmark.

Dated: January 27, 1993

Respectfully SUbmitted,

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
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